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Summary To test a proposed model of the job insecurity (JI) process that treats cognitive JI and affective JI as separate
constructs, this study investigates organizational-level employee involvement and communication practices
that influence the level of cognitive JI; increasing levels of cognitive JI in turn can create an affective reaction
(i.e., affective JI). This affective reaction then influences individual psychological and behavioral outcomes.
With two waves of data from three large Chinese organizations, the model test results show that employee
involvement decreases cognitive JI perceptions. This reduction then leads to lower affective JI. Affective JI
in turn relates negatively to employee psychological well-being but positively to both supervisor-rated job
performance and affective JI six months later. The effect of cognitive JI on employee outcomes is partially
through affective JI. Cognitive JI has a direct impact on psychological well-being but not on job performance.
These findings offer key theoretical and practical implications. Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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The nature of work has changed dramatically along with the worldwide organizational, industrial, and societal shifts
that have marked the past three decades (Capelli, 1999), including trends toward increasing levels of employee job
insecurity (JI; Lee, Bobko, & Chen, 2006). JI thus has become an increasingly prominent focus for both practitioners
and scholars, considering its significant impact on individual and organizational outcomes, such as employee well-
being, job satisfaction, absenteeism, turnover, and job performance (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Sverke, Hellgren,
& Näswall, 2002). To date, most management researchers have focused on the nature of the JI construct, its
operationalization and measurement, and its relationships with organizational and individual outcomes in diverse
contexts (Sverke et al., 2002). To deepen their understanding of JI though, researchers also need to investigate its
contextual antecedents and potential mediators. For example, JI often results from environmental signals within
the firm, such as downsizing, restructuring, or layoffs (Lee et al., 2006). Insights into these contextual factors
and process mediators could help identify measures that organizations can take to prevent the negative impacts
of JI. We therefore examine the role of organizational contextual factors on employees’ perceptions of and
experiences with JI.
Another important gap in JI research involves the potential distinction between cognitive and affective JI.
Cognitive JI refers to an awareness of the possibility of job or benefit loss; affective JI is the emotional experience
of being worried or emotionally distressed about these potential losses. Although this distinction has been noted
(Borg & Elizur, 1992; Cheng & Chan, 2008; Probst, 2003; Reisel & Banai, 2002), little empirical work has
examined its importance (Huang, Lee, Ashford, Chen, & Ren, 2010). For example, the most widely accepted
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definition of JI characterizes it as “perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job
situation” (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, p. 438), which is clearly a cognitive version of the variable that ignores
the very real affective reactions that people have to perceptions of job changes. Huang et al. (2010) highlight the
theoretical and practical importance of considering cognitive and affective JI as two separate constructs and offer
empirical evidence in support of their arguments. Following their suggestions, we treat cognitive JI and affective
JI as separate constructs; we also examine their discriminant validity by investigating the varying contextual
antecedents that influence them and the individual and organizational consequences that result from the two forms
of JI. We extend the finding of Huang et al. (2010) that affective JI mediates the effect of cognitive JI on outcomes
by testing the proposition for two new dependent variables: employee well-being and supervisor-ranked job
performance. In addition, we propose and examine the indirect effect of organizational practices on the level of
affective JI through cognitive JI. Essentially, we propose that in addition to the influence of affective reactions,
cognition plays a role, such that it mediates the relationship between context perceptions and the creation of affect.
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
Any form of organizational or involuntary change tends to cause employees to feel uncertain about their future
relationship with employers (Ashford et al., 1989). Cognitive JI is a type of stress that stems from employees’
perceptions of possible job changes. In Folkman and Lazarus’s (1985) process model of the cognitive and emotional
mechanisms involved in stress reactions, they define stress as the “relationship between the person and the
environment that is appraised by the person as relevant to his or her well-being and in which the person’s resources
are taxed or exceeded” (p. 152; see also Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This definition suggests that a cognitive
appraisal of environmental threats (e.g., mergers, downsizing, new technologies) can produce stress in organiza-
tions. Consistent with this argument, Ashford et al. (1989) and Lee et al. (2006) demonstrate that organizational
change predicts employees’ perceptions of cognitive JI.
This conceptualization reflects the cognitive aspect of JI and thus is distinct from affective aspects of JI (Huang
et al., 2010). That is, the awareness of a potential job loss differs from the emotional experience of being worried
or emotionally concerned about this change. The cognitive judgment of JI likely relates to but is not the same as
an emotional reaction to such insecurity. This distinction is helpful for the further conceptual development of the
JI construct and has important implications for practitioners for their understanding and management of JI effects.
Conceptually, it also is consistent with the stress versus strain distinction in stress literature. Appraisal theories of
emotion (e.g., Frijda, 1993; Lazarus, 1999; Roseman, 1991) emphasize the cognitive determinants of emotions,
leading stress literature to recognize the importance of both cognitive and affective aspects—a distinction that JI
literature has largely ignored.
Instead, most JI studies focus on cognitive rather than affective conceptualizations. Some JI measures contain
both cognitive and affective items (e.g., De Witte, 2000; Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999; Johnson, Messe, &
Crano, 1984), which makes it difficult to tease out their effects and differential predictors. Although a few
researchers have measured affective JI, limited attention centers on the construct validity of affective JI (for a review,
see Huang et al., 2010). In general, using various measures, researchers have concurred that cognitive JI and
affective JI are associated but differ in their outcomes (e.g., Borg & Elizur, 1992; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007; König
& Staufenbiel, 2006). Even in the few studies on the effects of affective JI, the results have been mixed; thus, more
studies clearly are needed to examine the separate conceptualization and impact of cognitive and affective JI.
Borrowing from psychological contract breach literature (Morrison & Robinson, 1997), cognitive JI may be
analogous to psychological contract breaches, in that a breach refers to the cognitive evaluation that the organization
is failing to fulfill its obligations to the employee. Affective JI is similar to psychological contract violation or the
affective state that follows from the breach. Using this evidence, Huang et al. (2010) focus on the theoretical distinc-
tion between cognitive JI and affective JI and develop a scale to measure affective JI, which partially explains the
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effect of cognitive JI on employees’ job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and somatic well-being. However,
their study is correlational, as were other previous studies on affective JI. In contrast, we use a time-lagged design to
further examine the validity of the affective JI construct and its measure. Specifically, we propose that cognitive JI
and affective JI are associated but differ in their associations with both predictors and consequences.
Organizational communication and employee involvement and job insecurity
Consistent with stress literature (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) assert that JI reflects
the transformation of information and objective facts about an environment into particular thought processes. These
thought processes can be influenced by both personal and contextual influences. Most researchers have focused on
individual differences, such as locus of control and negative affectivity (Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993).
However, De Whitte (2005) argues that JI perceptions largely result from the “objective” conditions in which people
work; macro-level antecedents such as national unemployment rates (Natti, Happonen, Kinnunen, & Mauno, 2005)
or organizational change (Lee et al., 2006) can be just as important as, if not more important than, individual-level
predictors. Therefore, we consider two organizational practice variables and propose that organizational communi-
cation and employee involvement, through sharing information and decision-making processes, reduce perceptions
of unpredictability and uncontrollability and thereby help minimize JI perceptions.
In particular, we propose that cognitive JI declines if organizations provide more information about crises or
changes facing an organization and its employees. This hypothesis has important ramifications for organizations,
which often tend to provide less factual information than usual during times of change. Communication during
uncertain times tends to be slow, inaccurate, and rhetorical. In a study of realistic information provision following
a merger announcement, Schweiger and DeNisi (1991) find widespread failures to communicate. Yet, organizational
communication provides information flows to reinforce employees’ understanding and helps decrease uncertainty by
offering clarity and predictability in people’s work environment (Vander Elst, Baillien, De Cuyper, & De Witte,
2010). Being well-informed about organizational issues (e.g., goals and objectives, new developments, activities,
and achievements) thus should affect cognitive JI because it helps make employees feel as if they are valued by
the organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Furthermore, receiving information about personal roles (e.g.,
expectations, employment conditions, and performance ratings) helps make employees feel less uncertain about their
future and the future of their organizations. There is empirical evidence supporting a negative association between
organizational communication and JI. For example, Adkins, Werbel, and Farh (2001), in a study with faculty
members at an American state university, found that during a financial crisis, perceptions of receiving sufficient
and accurate information about the financial crisis was negatively related to JI. Vander Elst et al. (2010), in a
cross-sectional study of 3881 employees in Belgium, found that communication with employees was negatively
associated with JI. On the basis of the previous arguments and evidence, we therefore propose that when employees
believe that the organization communicates important information to them regarding the organization and their
personal roles, they experience less cognitive JI.
Employee involvement also has received increasing empirical attention; such practices can create an organizational
environment that includes employees in all levels of the firm’s decision-making, information-processing, or problem-
solving endeavors (Richardson & Vandenberg, 2005; Wagner, 1994). Involving employees in decisions that tradition-
ally have been limited to management often creates positive changes in employee attitudes and behavior (Leana &
Florkowski, 1992). A widely adopted conceptualization of employee involvement (Lawler, 1992; Lawler, Mohrman,
& Ledford, 1995) characterizes it by the use of practices to share power, knowledge, information, and rewards with
lower level employees. Practices to support the sharing of power give subordinates a degree of control or say in
decisions that affect their work. The sharing of knowledge notion implies support for employees’ ongoing skill
development through formal training and informal supervisory coaching. When the practice informs employees about
company and workgroup goals, as well as performance feedback, it represents sharing of information. Finally,
performance-contingent reward systems can link compensation, promotions, and recognition to individual, group, and
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organizational performance. These four attributes appear mutually reinforcing, such that they constitute a collective set
of measures of the effect of employee involvement (Lawler, 1986; Vandenberg, Richardson, & Eastman, 1999).
Lawler (1996) and Lawler et al. (1995) argue that employee inclusion grants them a greater sense of ownership or
involvement in their work, a better understanding of how their work can be done most effectively, and insights intoman-
agement’s perspective on business operations (Leana & Florkowski, 1992). Several studies have considered the direct
effects of employee involvement on employees (e.g., job satisfaction and discretionary behavior) or organizational out-
comes (e.g., customer satisfaction and financial performance; Kizilos & Cummings, 1994; Riordan, Vandenberg, &
Richardson, 2005) but without examining the psychological processes that link involvement to employee outcomes.
We propose that employee involvement practices have positive effects because they decrease employees’ perceived
JI. That is, participation opportunities provide employees with more chances to interact with managers, which should
reduce uncertainty but increase perceived control. Therefore, they should result in lower JI cognitions.
Organizational communication (H1a) and employee involvement (H1b) relate negatively to cognitive JI.
Both employee involvement and communication practices, as contextual factors, also should affect affective JI
indirectly, through employees’ cognitive appraisal of the situation. As we noted, the appraisal model of emotions
(e.g., Frijda, 1993; Lazarus, 1991, 1999; Roseman, 1984, 1991; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985) proposes that stressful
events get appraised first, and these cognitive processes produce emotional responses. Consistent with this model,
we consider cognitive JI an appraisal of the threat of job loss, and affective JI follows from that appraisal process.
The effect of the two contextual factors on affect JI is indirect because only when employees perceive the
environment as likely to be changed and threatening would they have the feelings of being concerned or worried.
When employees have less cognitive JI, their emotional experience differs from that of employees with greater
cognitive JI. We thus propose:
There is an indirect effect of organizational communication (H2a) and employee involvement (H2b) on affective JI
through cognitive job insecurity.
Job insecurity and employee outcomes
A growing body of literature suggests that perceptions of JI may have detrimental consequences for the work outcomes
and well-being of employees (Ashford et al., 1989; Probst, Stewart, Gruys, & Tierney, 2007; Rosenblatt, Talmud, &
Ruvio, 1999), as well as for organizational viability (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Kets de Vries & Balazs, 1997).
Work is the central means to satisfy economic and social needs for most people; among other things, work provides
a source of income, social contacts, and an identity (Sverke et al., 2002). The perceived threat of job changes could in-
clude the frustration of need achievement, which would have consequences as detrimental as the job loss itself. More-
over, JI is generally related to lower levels of job performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to
stay, trust in the organization, and well-being (Sverke et al., 2002). If Lee et al. (2006) are correct that JI is a nearly uni-
versal organizational phenomenon, the ability to anticipate and predict such outcomes is critical.
Prior literature has addressed the effect of cognitive JI primarily from two perspectives. According to a social
exchange perspective, cognitive JI has a direct effect on individual work outcomes: When the organization appears
to be failing to fulfill usual obligations (e.g., providing job security), employees reduce their work efforts and
commitment to the organization (Wong, Wong, Ngo, & Lui, 2005). According to the appraisal theory of emotions,
cognitive JI also affects work outcomes indirectly, through its impact on emotional experiences, such as worry or
anxiety about job changes. This role of emotional experience as a mediator has been well documented; for example,
Spector and Fox (2002) propose a model in which the environment (e.g., organizational practices) flows to percep-
tions (e.g., cognitive JI) and then to negative emotion (e.g., affective JI) and finally to counterproductive work beha-
viors. People also undergo different emotional experiences in situations that they perceive as unjust and thus exhibit
different psychological and behavioral responses (e.g., Rupp & Spencer, 2006). Using cross-sectional data from
Chinese organizations, Huang et al. (2010) find that affective JI mediates the relationship between cognitive JI
and employee job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and somatic complaints. Because affective JI indicates
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worry about the job, it tends to be disruptive, with potentially strong psychological and behavioral impacts (Sverke
et al., 2002). Continued anxiety can even reduce psychological well-being.
Although there is consistent evidence for the negative impact of JI on well-being outcomes (Cheng & Chan, 2008;
Sverke et al., 2002), findings on JI and performance relationships are rather mixed. For example, Ashford et al.
(1989) argued that employees who do not feel secure about their jobs are more likely to direct their energies toward
worrying about their job situation than toward excelling at their assigned tasks, and their job performance suffers as
a result. However, they found no significant impact of JI on supervisor-rated over performance of employees.
Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996) found JI had an adverse effect on the perceived performance of schoolteachers.
Brockner, Grovner, Reed, and DeWitt (1992) found an inverted U-shape relationship between JI and work effort.
Staufenbiel and König (2010) found both positive (direct) and negative (indirect through work attitudes) effects
between JI and performance, but the negative effect was stronger than the positive effect. One limitation of prior
studies looking at JI–performance relationship is that they mostly used cognitive measures of JI instead of affective
measure. Whereas the cognitive JI and job performance relationship may be explained by various psychological
processes and affected by various individual and contextual moderators, the affective JI and job performance is more
direct. Our argument is based on the affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), which suggests certain
behaviors are emotional responses to workplace events. According to affective events theory, various workplace
stressors are affective events that may generate emotional responses. Accordingly, we view cognitive JI as stressors
that trigger affective JI, which in turn leads to behavioral outcomes. Thus, we propose a negative impact of affective
JI on job performance, and the impact of cognitive JI on performance is patricianly through its relationship with
affective JI. Together, the preceding theoretical perspectives suggest a partial mediation hypothesis:
Affective JI (Time 1) partially mediates the relationships between cognitive JI (Time 1) and Time 2 outcomes
pertaining to affective JI (H3a), employee psychological well-being, (H3b) and job performance (H3c).
The present study thus builds on and extends prior work in this area in three ways. First, we examine the effects of
two organizational practices in reducing employee JI. Studies examining contextual factors as ways to cope with JI
are rare in the literature. Vander Elst et al. (2010) show that organizational communication and participation related
negatively to JI, measured by a scale that mixes both cognitive and affective items. Probst (2005) found that
participative decision-making moderated the effect of JI perception on employee outcomes. No research has
considered the differential effects of organizational communication and involvement practices on the two forms
of JI. We propose that the organizational practices affect cognitive JI more directly than they do affective JI, because
such practices increase or decrease employees’ awareness of JI but do not necessarily increase or decrease JI-related
emotions unless employees explicitly believe that they may be losing their jobs.
Second, we examine the construct validity of affective JI, as recently proposed by Huang et al. (2010), by
studying its antecedents and consequences, particularly its discriminant validity with cognitive JI. Accordingly,
we extend prior work by examining the mediating role of affective JI on the relationships among cognitive JI and
affective JI after a period of six months, impaired psychological well-being, and supervisor-rated job performance.
We go beyond Huang et al. (2010) by examining how the two forms JI might differentially predict important
organizational and individual outcomes.
Third, we propose and test a comprehensive model in one study. By doing so, we get a better understanding of how
organizational practices influence employee outcomes through affecting employees’ perceptions and experiences of JI.
Method
Sample and procedure
We collected two rounds of data from three state-owned enterprises in Beijing, China: a construction firm, a
manufacturing firm, and an electronics firm. With the assistance of their respective human resource managers, we
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administered our questionnaires to randomly selected units from each company, covering a variety of job functions.
During the first data collection round, we distributed questionnaires to 354 employees in the first firm, 414 in the
second, and 149 in the third firm, following a similar procedure in all three companies. On the days we conducted
the field surveys, participants gathered in conference rooms on company premises and were asked to complete the
questionnaires during their work time. Participation was voluntary. We gave 15RMB (~US$2.50) each to those who
returned the questionnaire. We collected 810 valid questionnaires during the first round of data collection (327, 365,
and 118 from the three firms, respectively), for a response rate of 88 percent. All the questionnaires were coded to
enable us to match them with the questionnaires we would collect during the second round of data collection.
Six months later, we again collected data from the employees and their supervisors. We used the same procedure
to distribute and collect the questionnaires. We invited employees who participated in the initial survey to complete
a second questionnaire during their paid working time; they received an additional 20RMB (~US$3.00) as an incen-
tive for their continued involvement. Research assistants distributed the supervisor questionnaires to immediate
supervisors, again with the help of the human resource managers of the companies. Each supervisor rated between
one and six subordinates’ job performance. The supervisors also completed the questionnaire during their working
time and received 20RMB as an incentive. In total, 491 employees (211, 220, and 50 from the three companies,
respectively) and 146 supervisors (77, 51, and 18, respectively) participated in the second round of data collection.
To assess the potential for respondent bias, we checked for any differences between respondents who completed
both surveys and those who only participated in the first round. These two groups do not differ significantly in terms
of their affective JI or demographics, except for gender, F(1, 804) = 10.85, p< .01, and education,
F(1, 805) = 8.09, p< .01. We controlled for all demographic variables in all our analyses though. The response rate
for Time 2 was 61 percent, and on average, each supervisor rated 3.4 subordinates. We matched the employee and
supervisor questionnaires and obtained a final sample size of 462 subordinate–supervisor dyads, with 205, 209,
and 48 dyads from the construction, manufacturing, and electronics companies, respectively. In the final sample,
70 percent of the respondents were men, the average age of the respondents is 36–40 years, 46 percent had a high
school education and 28 percent had an associate’s or bachelor’s degree, 50 percent had less than 5 years of
organizational tenure, and 35 percent were regular staff whereas 48 percent were contract-based employees.
Measures
The first-round questionnaire measured employees’ perceptions of organizational involvement practices and shared
information, as well as cognitive JI, affective JI, and several demographic (control) variables. Six months later, we
measured the outcome variables of affective JI, impaired psychological well-being, and supervisor-rated job
performance. All the English-language scales we used were translated into Chinese and then independently
translated back into English to ensure equivalence (Brislin, 1980). Chinese language experts also examined the
questionnaire to ensure that the items were easily interpretable. Unless indicated otherwise, all the multiple-item
measures used a 5-point Likert-type response scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Employee involvement
Employee perceptions of their involvement in their employing organizations included eight items, adopted from the
high-involvement work process measure developed by Vandenberg et al. (1999). The original measure and its later
development (“involvement climate,” Richardson & Vandenberg, 2005; Riordan et al., 2005) have been used
frequently to gather employees’ self-reported perceptions. Two items measure each of the four components of
employee involvement: sharing of power/participation (e.g., “I have sufficient authority to fulfill my job responsibili-
ties”), sharing of information (e.g., “Management gives sufficient notice to employees prior to making changes in
policies and procedures”), rewards tied to performance (e.g., “There is a strong link between how well I perform
my jobs and the likelihood of receiving a raise in pay/salary”), and knowledge/training and development (e.g., “I
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had adequate job-related training”). The Likert-type response scale included seven points, instead of five, but used
the same endpoints. The internal consistency reliability of the scale was .85.
Organizational communication
We measured employee perceptions of organizational communication by using 15 items from Smidts, Pruyn, and
van Riel’s (2001) study, including eight items measuring employee perceptions of the adequacy of information
shared about organizational issues and seven items pertaining to job-related issues. Sample items are “I have
received information about the goals of our organization” and “I have received information about what the manager
expects from me.” These responses also appeared on a 7-point Likert-type scale from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. The internal consistency reliability was .95.
Cognitive job insecurity
We adopted the 4-item job future ambiguity measure developed by Caplan, Cobb, French, Van Harrison, and Pinneau
(1975) to assess the amount of uncertainty each person perceives about future job and career security (The four items
are “1. How certain are you about what your future career picture looks like?” “2. How certain are you that opportu-
nities for promotion and advancement will exist in the next few years?” “3. How certain are you about whether your
job skills will be of use and value five years from now?” and “4. How certain are you about what your responsibilities
will be six months from now?”). This cognitive measure of JI has been used widely in prior literature (Ashford et al.,
1989; Lee, Bobko, Ashford, Chen, & Ren, 2008). All these items were reverse coded, and the scale achieved an
internal consistency reliability of .60. This low alpha value may be a function of the relatively few items in the scale
(Bernardi, 1994; Cortina, 1993). Although below the .70 level recommended by Nunnally (1967), this reliability
estimate is sufficient to use for research (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Pierce, Gardner, Dunham, &
Cummings, 1993). Lee et al. (2008) reported similarly low levels of reliability of this measure (.65 and .68) in two
of their Chinese samples. Moreover, because low reliability reduces the size of the measures of associations, this
value may not be a significant problem in our study if our hypotheses regarding cognitive JI receive support.
Affective job insecurity
In addition to using the 7-item measure of affective JI of Huang et al. (2010), which they developed from a thorough
review of prior literature, we included three items to increase scale reliability. The 10-item scale appears in the
Appendix; it produced coefficient alphas of .82 and .86 at Times 1 and 2, respectively.
Psychological well-being
We used the depression and performance dysfunction subscales from Lee, Jamieson, and Earley (1996), which
originally were developed on the basis of Goldberg and Hillier’s (1979) General Health Questionnaire. Four items
tap severe depression (e.g., “felt that life isn’t worth living”), whereas three assess performance dysfunction (e.g.,
“felt that on the whole you were not doing things well”). Respondents reported, on a 4-point scale, how frequently
they had experienced these symptoms in the past few weeks. Because the items were reverse coded (i.e., higher
scores indicate lower levels of well-being), we refer to the outcomes as “impaired psychological well-being.” The
coefficient alpha for this 7-item scale was .71.
Job performance
We measured job performance by using the 11-item scale of task performance compiled by Tsui, Pearce, Porter,
and Tripoli (1997). Supervisors completed this measure and rated, from low to high (5-point scale), employees’
performance on 11 aspects, such as work quantity, quality, efficiency, creativity, and so on. The coefficient alpha
was .94 for our sample.
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Control variables
Finally, we included several demographic variables as controls. For age, we used eight categories: 26–30 years of
age, 31–35, 36–40, 41–45, 46–50, 51–55, and 56 years of age and older, which we coded 1 through 8, respectively.
We coded men as 0 and women as 1. For education, we used six categories: middle school and below, high school,
associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, or doctoral degree, coded 1 through 6, respectively. The
tenure with the organization measure featured seven categories: less than 6months, 6months to 1 year, 1–2 years,
2–5 years, 5–10 years, 10–20 years, and more than 20 years, coded 1 through 7, respectively. Because different
employee positions may induce different perceptions, we also controlled for employment type by categorizing
employees as regular staff (1), contract-based (2), or temporary (3). Finally, to control for specific organizational
effects in the three firms in our sample, we dummy coded the firms with two dummy variables (dummy1:
1 = construction, 0 =manufacturing or electronics; dummy2: 1 =manufacturing, 0 = construction or electronics).
Results
In Table 1, we present the descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the study variables. The
management practices of employee involvement and employee communication correlate significantly with cognitive
JI (involvement r=.18, p< .01; communication r=.16, p< .01), in preliminary support of Hypothesis 1. These
practices do not have a significant direct relationship with affective JI (both involvement and communication
r=.06, ns). Cognitive JI relates significantly and positively to Time 1 affective JI (r = .18, p< .01) and Time 2
affective JI (r= .17, p< .01), as well as to impaired psychological well-being (r = .12, p< .05). However, cognitive
JI relates only marginally to job performance (r=.08, p< .10). Affective JI at Time 1 also relates significantly to
impaired psychological well-being (r = .16, p< .01) and job performance (r=.11, p< .05); we find similar results
for affective JI measured at Time 2 (well-being r = .27, p< .01; performance r =.13, p< .05). We tested whether
cognitive JI and affective JI correlate equally with other variables (Steiger, 1980) and found that they correlated
differently with the two organizational factors (involvement z=2.03, p< .05; communication z =1.69, p< .10),
but their correlations with the two outcomes (well-being and performance) do not differ significantly.
Before continuing to test the hypotheses, we checked for data non-independence. That is, we asked each
supervisor to rate up to six of his or her subordinates’ performance, so we have a nested data structure that may
violate regression assumptions. We conducted a one-way analysis of variance for job performance, using supervisor
code as the group number. The between-group variance was greater than the within-team variance (F= 2.83,
p< .01). We next calculated ICC(1) and ICC(2) values of .07 and .21, respectively. The ICC(1) coefficient thus
was slightly higher than .05, but the ICC(2) coefficient was lower than the cutoff of .50 required for aggregation
(James, 1982). In addition, we calculated the design effect (Shackman, 2001) using the following formula: design
effect = 1 + (k 1) * ICC(1), where k represents the average group size (in our case, 3.4). The coefficient for the de-
sign effect was 1.17, below the conventional cutoff of 2 (www.statmodel.com). Therefore, the nested data structure
due to supervisor ratings should not present any substantial threats to our findings.
We conducted hierarchical regression analysis to test Hypothesis 1; we provide the results in Table 2. After con-
trolling for all the demographic variables, we found that the two management practices together explained additional
variance in cognitive JI (ΔR2 = .05, p< .01). The coefficient was significant for employee involvement (b=.20,
p< .01) but not for employee communication (b=.06, ns). Consistent with our expectation, employee involve-
ment and employee communication did not relate significantly to affective JI (b=.00, ns). In Model 2, we also
confirmed the finding of Huang et al. (2010) that cognitive JI related significantly to affective JI (b= .18, p< .01).
To test for the indirect effect proposed in Hypothesis 2, we conducted the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982). In their com-
parison of 14 methods to assess mediation effects, MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002) iden-
tified the Sobel test as superior in terms of power and intuitive appeal; it provides a direct test of the indirect effect. A
bootstrap test recently popularized by Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008) might offer an alternative, superior test
COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE JOB INSECURITY 759




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































760 G.-H. HUANG ET AL.
Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 752–769 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job
though, because of its higher power (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010). Therefore, we also used Preacher and Hayes’s
(2008) macro to test the indirect effects we have proposed.
The results regarding the indirect effect of organizational practices and affective JI (i.e., Hypothesis 2) appear in
Table 3. Three paths (i.e., independent variable to mediator, mediator to dependent variable, and independent
variable to dependent variable) were significant, and the indirect effect from the independent variable to affective
JI through cognitive JI was significant for employee involvement (Z=2.05, p< .05, two-tailed) but not for
employee communication. The bootstrap estimates show that the true indirect effect for employee involvement
should lie between .05 and .01, with 95 percent confidence. Thus, consistent with the regression results, we find
support for Hypothesis 2a in the Sobel and bootstrap tests of indirect effects but not for Hypothesis 2b.
To test Hypothesis 3, regarding affective JI as a mediator of the cognitive JI–outcomes relationships, we first
conducted hierarchical multiple regressions of affective JI at Time 2, impaired psychological well-being, and job
performance (Table 4). When cognitive JI and affective JI (Time 1) both entered the regression, cognitive JI
predicted affective JI at Time 2 (b= .13, p< .01) and impaired psychological well-being (b= .07, p< .01) but not
job performance (b=.06, ns). Furthermore, the affective JI at Time 1 significantly predicted all Time 2 outcomes
(affective JI b= .34, p< .01; well-being b= .10, p< .01; performance b= .11, p< .01).




Effect SE Z p
Bootstrapping (95% CI)
Lower Upper
Employee involvement .02 0.01 2.05 .04 0.05 0.01
Employee communication .01 0.01 .93 .35 0.02 0.01
Note: N= 462. SE, standard error; CI, confidence interval.
Table 2. Results of hierarchical regression analysis of cognitive job insecurity and affective job insecurity.
Cognitive JI Affective JI (Time1)
Model 1 Model 2








Tenure .02 .03* 2.06* .13 .02 1.19
Step 2
Employee involvement .20** .00
Employee communication .06 .05** 11.86** .00 .00 .68
Step 3
Cognitive JI .18** .03** 13.54**
Note: N= 462. Dummy1, Organization 1; Dummy2, Organization 2; JI, job insecurity.
*p< .05; **p< .01; +p< .10 (two-tailed).
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We again conducted Sobel and bootstrap tests. The results in Table 5 show that the indirect effect of cognitive JI
through affective JI was significant for all Time 2 outcomes (affective JI: Z= 2.91, p< .01; well-being: Z= 2.26,
p< .05; performance: Z= 1.96, p< .05, two-tailed).
Finally, we used structure equation modeling (SEM) to test the entire model involving all the proposed relation-
ships. Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) 2-stage procedure for SEM, we estimated the measurement model
first and then the structural models. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with all of the study variables,
using AMOS18.0 (Arbuckle, 2009). It included seven variables: employee involvement, employee communication,
cognitive JI, affective JI (Times 1 and 2), impaired psychological well-being, and job performance. For measures
with more than three items, we created three parcels to simplify the model (Mathieu & Farr, 1991). Thus, we con-
ducted an exploratory factor analysis to obtain each item’s factor loading coefficient, then combined the items with
the highest and lowest loadings until we yielded three aggregated items for each construct. The method is common
practice in management research that uses SEM (Hui, Law, & Chen, 1999; Mathieu & Farr, 1991). The 7-factor
model fits the data well (w2/df = 1.30; TLI= 0.99; CFI = 0.99; RMSEA= .03; SRMR= 0.05) and exhibited a
Table 4. Results of hierarchical regression analysis of Time 2 outcomes.
Variables AJI (Time 1) AJI (Time 2)
Impaired psychological
well-being Performance
M1 M2 M1 M2 M3 M1 M2 M3 M1 M2 M3
Step 1
Dummy1 .07 .13 .23+ .28* .24* .02 .05 .04 .02 .00 .01
Dummy2 .04 .10 .06 .12 .09 .12 .09 .10 .18 .15 .16
Sex .04 .06 .08 .09 .07 .06 .07 .06 .03 .02 .03
Age .00 .01 .04 .04 .04 .00 .00 .00 .01 .01 .01
Education .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .04 .04+ .04+ .04 .03 .03
Tenure .05+ .05+ .06+ .05+ .04 .04+ .04* .04* .06* .07* .07*
type .12+ .11+ .12+ .11 .07 .03 .02 .01 .14* .15* .16*
Step 2
CJI .18** .19** .13** .09** .07* .08 .06
Step 3
AJI .34** .10** .11*
ΔR2 .02 .03 ** .03 * .03 ** .09** .04* .02** .02 ** .03+ .01 .01*
ΔF 1.21 15.06** 2.28* 14.10** 50.69*** 2.38* 8.20** 10.14** 1.93+ 2.61 5.53*
Note: N= 462.
Dummy1=Organization 1; Dummy2=Organization 2; CJI, cognitive job insecurity; AJI, affective job insecurity.
*p< .05; **p< .01; +p< .10 (two-tailed).
Table 5. Results of Sobel and bootstrap tests of mediation effect of affective job insecurity between cognitive job insecurity and
employee outcomes.
Indirect effect
Effect SE Z p
Bootstrapping (95% CI)
Lower Upper
CJI!AJI!T2 AJI .06 .002 2.91 .00 0.03 0.11
CJI!AJI!T2 impaired psychological well-being .02 0.01 2.26 .02 0.01 0.04
CJI!AJI!T2 job performance .02 0.01 1.96 .05 0.05 0.00
Note: N= 462. CJI, cognitive job insecurity; AJI, affective job insecurity; SE, standard error; CI, confidence interval.
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significantly better model fit than a 6-factor model that combines involvement and communication [Δw2
(6) = 405.71, p< .001], a 6-factor model that combines cognitive and affective JI measured at Time 1 [Δw2
(6) = 149.60, p< .001], and a 5-factor model that combines cognitive and affective JI measured at Times 1 and 2
[Δw2 (11) = 699.60, p< .001]. We then continue to test the structural models on the basis of the measurement model.
As we show in Table 6, we tested the proposed model and three alternative models. All the models include paths
from employee involvement and employee communication to cognitive JI and from affective JI to all Time 2
variables (affective JI, psychological well-being, and job performance). All latent exogenous variables were let to
covary with each other. Because the set of control variables did not correlate high with the dependent variables, they
were not included in the SEM, to simplify the model. We performed parceling in the SEM, as in the confirmatory
factor analysis. In Model 1, we added paths from cognitive JI to the outcomes but no link between cognitive and
affective JI. Results show that the model fit well (w2/df = 1.55; TLI= 0.98; CFI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR= 0.06).
In Model 2, we added a path from cognitive JI to affective JI but no link between cognitive JI and the outcomes.
Results show that the model fit well (w2/df= 1.48; TLI = 0.98; CFI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR= 0.06) and did
not differ significantly from Model 1 [Δw2 (4) = 6.02, ns]. In Model 3, we added both paths from cognitive JI to
affective JI and from cognitive JI to the outcomes, which represents the proposed partial mediation model. Results
show that the model fit well (w2/df = 1.47; TLI= 0.98; CFI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR= 0.06) and improved
significantly from both Models 1 [Δw2 (1) = 13.57, p< .001] and 2 [Δw2 (3) = 7.85, p< .05].
We summarize the results of the SEM analysis and model comparison in Figure 1 and in Table 6. Overall, the
SEM results are consistent with the previous regression results. As shown in Figure 1, the path coefficient is signif-
icant for the link between employee involvement and cognitive JI (b=.14, p< .05) but not for the path between
organizational communication and cognitive JI (b= .06, ns); the cognitive JI and affective JI link is significant
Table 6. Summary of model fit indexes of the models.
Model test w2 df w2/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA
M0: (measurement model) 220.09 168 1.31 0.99 0.99 0.03 0.03
M1: no link between CJI and AJI 306.00 198 1.55 0.98 0.98 0.06 0.03
M2: CJI!AJI 299.98 202 1.48 0.98 0.98 0.06 0.03
M3: CJI!AJI; direct links from CJI to outcomes
(proposed partial mediation model)
292.13 199 1.47 0.98 0.98 0.06 0.03
Note: In Models 1–3, there are direct links from involvement and communication to CJI, and direct links from AJI to outcomes. CJI, cognitive job




















Figure 1. Results of structure equation modeling test of the job insecurity process model. Note: Standard coefficient was
reported; CJI, cognitive job insecurity; AJI, affective job insecurity. *p< .05; **p< .01
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(b=.25, p< .01); affective JI has significant effects on all the three outcomes (Time 2 affective JI b= .37, p< .01;
impaired well-being b= .16, p< .01; job performance b=.11, p< .05) whereas cognitive JI has significant impact
on Time 2 affective JI and impaired psychological well-being but not job performance (Time 2 affective JI b= .11,
p< .05; impaired well-being b= .15, p< .05; job performance b=.06, ns).
Discussion
We have proposed a model of the JI process to extend scarce investigations into the relationships of affective versus
cognitive JI with various antecedents and outcomes. Our proposed model specifies that organizational practices,
including employee involvement and communication, influence the level of cognitive JI. Cognitive JI then is
associated with more affective JI, which influences individual psychological and behavioral outcomes.
This study makes several theoretical contributions. First, we develop and test a more comprehensive conceptual
model of the JI process, in which we include antecedents of cognitive and affective JI. By testing a comprehensive
model in one study, we get a better understanding of the phenomena—organizational practices influence employee
outcomes through affecting employees’ perceptions and experiences of JI. In this sense, JI is one perspective that can
be used to understand organizational behavior.
Second, we confirm the construct validity of affective JI by demonstrating the validity and reliability of our
affective JI scale. In our literature reviews, we found very few studies that use both cognitive and affective
conceptualizations (e.g., Borg & Elizur, 1992; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007; see Huang et al., 2010). Moreover, the
few studies that exist have been cross-sectional, with limited evidence to substantiate a valid measure of affective
JI. Therefore, we provide a good measure of affective JI that researchers should prefer over scales whose construct
validity has not been examined. The retest reliability of our affective JI measure is moderate (r= .35, p< .01). Thus,
we find some degree of stability in people’s emotions about JI once they experience them, but we also suggest that
situational effects in the six months between the two measurement periods could explain the remainder of the
variance in affective JI in Time 2. Additional studies should examine how people cope with their affective JI over
time in various contexts.
Third, in supporting the discriminant validity of affective JI from cognitive JI initially suggested by Huang et al.
(2010), we show that cognitive JI relates positively to affective JI over time but is distinct from emotional reactions.
The moderate correlation between cognitive JI and affective JI suggests that the two constructs are not redundant.
Furthermore, we identify different antecedents and outcomes of cognitive JI and affective JI. Whereas cognitive
JI relates to organizational practices, affective JI mediates the cognitive JI–outcomes relationships. Moreover, we
extend the research of Huang et al. (2010), in which they showed that affective JI mediates the effects of cognitive
JI on outcomes, in that we study a different set of outcomes and, more importantly, clarify that cognitive JI continues
to play an important role in the process. It partially mediates the effects of organizational practices on affective JI, as
well as directly and indirectly influencing outcomes over time. Organizational employee involvement practices relate
negatively to employees’ cognitive JI perceptions, which then relate positively to the affective experience of JI.
Fourth, this study is among the first to examine the impact of employee involvement and communication on
employee cognitive and affective JI (e.g., Vander Elst et al., 2010). Although communication with employees did
not produce the predicted effect for our sample, this result may reflect the high correlation between employee
involvement and organizational communication; when we examined communication in a separate regression, its
effect on cognitive JI was significant (b=.17, p< .01). These findings are consistent with the perceived control
argument (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986) and the appraisal theory of emotion and stress (Folkman & Lazarus,
1985; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984); an environment that a person appraises as relevant and threatening constitutes
a source of stress. However, when organizations involve employees in their procedures, employees’ perceptions
of personal control encourage them to appraise the work environment as less threatening, so they experience fewer
negative emotions regarding job security. Thus, management practices such as employee involvement affect
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individual and organizational outcomes through their mitigating impact on cognitions about insecurity and, by
implication, their affective reactions. Further research must continue to examine organizational antecedents that
can help decrease employees’ perceptions of JI.
Fifth, we find different links from cognitive and affective JI to employees’ impaired psychological well-being and
job performance. Affective JI predicts both psychological well-being and job performance, consistent with our
expectation of detrimental impacts of affective JI. Cognitive JI has an indirect effect on performance through
affective JI, but it directly predicts only psychological well-being. Thus, the effect of cognitive JI on job
performance appears quite complicated. Although direct effects should capture employees’ negative reactions to
an imbalanced social exchange (i.e., the organization offers less job security), the relationships also could be
nonlinear [e.g., the U-shape relationship between JI and work effort found in Brockner et al. (1992)], moderated
by organizational or individual factors such as organizational justice, dispositional factors such as locus of control
or negative affectivity, individual attributions of JI, or coping strategies that enhance or attenuate negative responses.
Additional research should consider other potential consequences of cognitive and affective JI and possible
moderators. As Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996) note, understanding how employees experience JI leads to a better
understanding of its impact on organizational effectiveness, whether in normal periods or in crises.
Sixth, we conducted our research in China, a setting that deserves more research attention. The trend of
organizational restructuring—in the forms of corporate downsizing, mergers and acquisitions, plant closures, and
workforce reorganizations—has expanded to the global workforce (Probst & Lawler, 2006). In particular, the
Chinese economy has undergone significant reforms in the past two decades, shifting from an “iron rice bowl”
policy of lifetime employment to a market-oriented setting. The economic reforms have had significant impacts
on employment security among Chinese workers. Furthermore, China offers a particularly appropriate context to test
claims that people from collectivist cultures react more negatively to the threat of job loss than do individualists,
because of their greater emphasis on group ties, higher need for affiliation, and preferences for security (Probst &
Lawler, 2006). However, JI research thus far has been conducted almost exclusively in the west (cf. Huang et al.,
2010; Lee et al., 2006, 2008; Wong et al., 2005). We studied three state-owned enterprises in China, where the level
of job security generally should be higher than in other types of Chinese organizations, such as joint ventures or
private companies. Our study thus offers a conservative test, and our results suggest that JI is ubiquitous in China.
If both cognitive JI and affective JI exist even in a relatively unthreatening environment, as the results of this
study indicate, JI should be an ongoing managerial concern. Because JI affects employee outcomes negatively,
management’s challenge is to identify and treat its sources. Our findings indicate that employee involvement
practices can influence employees’ sense-making processes with regard to job security. Moreover, if the distinction
between cognitive JI and affective JI found in this study receive adequate support in future research, it is meaningful
to study moderators between the two—individual difference factors or organizational interventions that may prevent
cognitive perceptions from producing harmful emotions.
However, these findings also need to be considered in light of several limitations. Our design is correlational, so
we cannot draw causal conclusions. We tested some relationships using a time-lagged design, such that we measured
some employee outcomes six months after we collected our initial data. Compared with existing literature, our
design offers stronger support for our findings and provides important construct validity evidence regarding affective
JI and the differential effects of cognitive and affective JI on outcomes. Because we proposed affective JI as both an
outcome of cognitive JI and a mediator between cognitive JI and the outcomes, we measured affective JI at both
Times 1 and 2 but measured cognitive JI only at Time 1. Further studies also should use a cross-lagged panel
longitudinal design to measure both constructs at both times and thus further examine the dynamic relationship
between cognitive JI and affective JI. For example, it might be interesting to examine the conditions in which
respondents reappraise their cognitive JI levels and regulate their emotions, suggested by Gross’s (1998) model
of emotional regulation.
Another limitation is the self-reported nature of our measures, which may contribute to common method bias.
However, we tried to minimize this bias by using multiple sources, such that job performance was assessed by super-
visors. Our use of a time-lagged design also should reduce the method bias in our findings. In addition, we calculated
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the variance explained by the method factor following Williams, Cote, and Buckley (1989). Results show that the
variance explained was 6.8 percent, which was much lower than the 25 percent observed in William et al. (1989),
suggesting that common method variance is not a pervasive problem in this study. That being said, additional studies
that assess organizational practices more objectively and test outcomes using different sources of data would be
desirable.
In conclusion, our findings suggest that employers must pay attention to organizational practices, such as
employee involvement, that can help minimize JI perceptions. These practices lower perceptions of JI, perhaps by
increasing perceptions of personal control; they also have secondary effects on employees’ affect. Employees with
negative emotional reactions to perceived threats to their job security eventually begin to engage in negative
employee outcomes. Employers therefore should attend to both cognitive appraisals and emotional reactions. We
call for ongoing research that continues to examine the differential effects of cognitive JI and affective JI and their
interrelationships and thus clarifies the consequences of these two forms of JI for both organizations and employees.
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APPENDIX
AFFECTIVE JOB INSECURITY SCALE
Please think about your current employer and circle the number that best describes your feelings:
1. The lack of job security in this company makes me feel nervous.
2. I feel uneasy about my chances for remaining with this company.
3. I lose sleep worrying about my future with this company.
4. I am unhappy with the amount of job security that I have with this company.
5. I am tense about maintaining my current job employment status.
6. I am very unsure that I can remain employed with this company for as long as I wish.
7. I am pessimistic about the job security with this company.
8. I am troubled by the thought of losing my job.
9. I am scared by the thought of losing my job.
10. I am worried that this company will fire me any time.
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